adequate. While some such link may hold true for Javanese, it does not for the other systems. The Wolof had royal courts until the French conquest a century ago, and retain (especially in rural areas) a social system structured on inequalities of birth and family origin -inequalities so marked that the ethnographic literature on the region usually describes them as caste differences. Neither in preconquest times nor today, however, is there any indication of grammatical honorifics in the Wolof language, although there were and are other ways to express deference. Zulu society, even at the height of the Zulu state, was somewhat less stratified than Wolof society (to say nothing of Java), and the Bemba polity was less strongly centralized than any of the other cases; yet both Zulu and ChiBemba have honorifics. Courts and social stratification are not irrelevant to honorific language, but they do not predict honorifics'grammaticalization.
In exploring these sociolinguistic systems I do not believe any simple correlation between forms of "on-the-ground" social structure (such as the existence of a royal court) and forms of talk (such as honorifics) is likely to be found. Instead, as I have argued elsewhere (Irvine 1985 (Irvine , 1989 , the relationship between the distributions of social and linguistic forms is more productively sought in cultural ideologies of language -those complex systems of ideas and interests through which people interpret linguistic behaviors. In this paper, therefore, I shall pay special attention to the linguistic ideologies that link ideas about language with ideas about social rank, respect, and appropriate conduct -including the native metapragmatic terminology and theories that articulate and rationalize perceptions of language structure and use (see Silverstein 7979) . I draw on a concept of ideology, rather than merely a "culture of language," because "ideology," whatever else it may mean, suggests a connection with power relations and interests that are fairly central to a social order. Some such connection is surely relevant to honorific language.
As Silverstein (1979) points out, linguistic ideology must be clearly distinguished from linguistic structures and from the distribution of uses. It is this distinction that makes the present comparison possible and, further, sheds light on these systems' historical dynamics, as I shall briefly observe.
Linguistic structures
To say that honorifics are grammaticalized in a particular language is to say that expressions of deference, or of differential status-marking, are incorporated into the language's grammatical rules (rules which include its lexicon). Thus a system of grammatical honorifics is a system of alternate linguistic expressions which are isosemantic: having the same reference-and-predication values, they differ only in their pragmatic values (expressing degrees of cleference, respect, or distance). That pragmatic value operates as part of sentence-meaning, not utterance-meaning. That is, in honorifics, deference is incorporated in the construction of the sentence per se, rather than depending upon how the sentence is deployed in its social or discourse context. (Note that the possibility of regular, sarcastic uses of honorifics depends on this condition.) In Javanese, respectful expression operates through a system of lexical alternates. In the sentence in (1), taken from Errington (1988) , each word has a set of alternates, whose combinations define a system of six "levels" of speech style:3
(1) Javanese "language levels" (Errington 1988: 90- Though rarely exhibiting the complexity and elaboration of the Javanese language levels, systems of honorific lexical alternates -respect vocabularies -are also to be found in many other languages. Among such languages are Zulu and its closest relatives, the other Nguni languages (Xhosa and Seswati). In Zulu and Xhosa the respect vocabulary is known as hloniphc. A few examples are given in (2) Errington (1988) does not call the language language levels 'honorifics,n but instead reserves that term for those lexical items expressing respect for a referent rather than an addressee -unlike some other authors who use "honorifics" for both. Although a distinction between I reference and address forms is important for his analysis, I prefer the broader usage for the I mmparative purposes of the present paper.
(c, " = clicks; 6 : implosive bilabial stop)
Many Bantu languages found to the northeast of the Nguni group also have respect forms, but locate them in the morphology of the noun class system rather than in a set of alternate stems. In ChiBemba (a language of Zambia), for example, there are no sound shapes exclusively reserved for honorific reference, but respect is expressed by the use of plural prefixes (or pronouns) for singular human referents, as in (3). Noun classes 1 and 2, the singular and plural classes used for most nouns referring to humans, are the main ones affected. Thus the class 2 prefix that marks plurality in (3c) marks honorific singular in (3b) Ip its noun class system, ChiBemba also provides for various pejorative usages, by shifting the class assignment of a noun with human reference, as in (4) All these languages thus have systems of alternate expressions differing only in pragmatic value. In all of these cases, the grammatical rules involved apply, fundamentally, to word formation (selection of stem or of prefix); the formation of sentences is affected in consequence, through concord patterns and cooccurrence constraints. Except in (3c), the pragmatic value is unambiguous and undeniable.
In contrast, Wolof does not have these kinds of rules. Speakers express respect in other ways. Although Wolof does have speech registers connoting social rank (as I have described elsewhere, Irvine 1990), the registers are constructed quite differently from, for instance, the Javanese language levels. In Javanese, each word selected from an isosemantic set has its particular pragmatic value. In Wolof, however, individual words or sentences in the two registers are not strictly isosemantic, except insofar as utterances might rely exclusively on prosodic contrasts to create register differences. As outlined in (5), these prosodic patterns, though characteristic and striking, are non-segmentable and operate more on the level of utterance meaning than of sentence meaning:
Wolof prosodic patterns: pitch: volume: tempo: voice: contour: dynamic range:
Apart from their prosody, the Wolof registers depend on semantic differences and rhetorical elaboration. Pragmatic value is built up over an expanse of discourse, for the registers embody contrasting rhetorical strategies that can rarely be displayed in an individual word or a brief, decontextualized sentence.
Linguistic ideologies
lrt us turn to the linguistic ideologies pertaining to three of the languages so far mentioned: Javanese, Wolof, and Zulu. How do speakers of these languages perceive these expressions of deference, and how do they theorize about ihem? How do they connect such expressions with ideas about respect, rank, and appropriate conduct? For Javanese, I draw on Errington's (1984 Errington's ( , 1988 elegant and complex studies of the speech of the pruyayi, the traditional elite. I attempt no re-analysis of the material, other than my broader use of the term "honorifics."
The Javanese system's complexity and subtlety are evidently recognized by the speakers themselves as characterizing both the system and its highest-ranking users. Indeed, ideas about subtlety and refinement, on the one hand, and violence and anger on the other, seem to be crucial to the prryayi conception of their language. The "higher" (basa, especially krama) levels are considered to be governed by an ethic of proper order, peace, and calm. In them one "does not express one's own feelings" (Wolff and Poedjosoedarmo 7982: 41). The "lower" levels (ngoko) are "the language one loses one's temper in" (Errington 1984: 9 ). Yet, in some ways the point is not really what happens to one's own temper, but to one's addressee's. The language levels are addressee-focused; they are thought of as means of guarding addressee's equanimity, of avoiding angering the addressee, of expressing politeness by deferring to his/her wishes and effacing one's own (Errington 1988: 42-3) . Polite conduct toward a respected addressee is conduct that is stylized, depersonalized, and flat-affect. Still, the use of "high," deferential styles also implies the speaker's own refinement, as shown by hisiher ability to efface emotion, sensitivity to the stability of others, and pragmatic delicacy. Compare with this the linguistic ideology of rural, "traditional" Wolof. There are some quite similar ideas about rank, affectivity, and engagement with the concrete: high rank implies self-control, flat affect, the protection of others, and (especially for the religious elite) disengagement from worldly involvements. Moreover, deferential conduct toward others requires a flow of flattering words. But unlike the Javanese case, in Wolof a flow of words does not easily display any high rank or refinement on the part of their speaker.
For some insight into this difference, consider the native metapragmatic theories regarding participant roles in speaking. As example (5) has shown, the Wolof metapragmatic terminology firmly identifies the two registers, 'noble speech'and 'griot speech,' with the rank of speakers -nobles and griots being oppositely-ranked castes. It is because persons of these high and low ranks are ideologically accorded certain temperamental characteristics, such as affectivity and excitability, that the registers take the form they do. Thus 'noble speech' is flat-affect speech, while 'griot speech' is a high-affect, theatrical, hyperbolic style (see Irvine 1990) . Despite the terminology, however, the use of these registers is not limited to the social ranks they are named for. Both registers are used by almost everyone. Still, their use always conveys a sense of contrasting ranks, even if only metaphorically. Normatively, 'griot speech' is the way low-ranking griots address high-ranking nobles.
Any person may employ this register to flatter an addressee; yet, in so doing, a speaker engages in griot-like, hence low-ranking, conduct. The Wolof linguistic ideology thus identifies the register system primarily with Speaker (and Speaker's supposed temperament), only elevating Addressee by implication. The Javanese ideology, in contrast, identifies the style system primarily with Addressee, elevating Speaker only by implication (see Table 1 .) Although the "implicated" participant role informs participants'strategies, the fact that the ideological focus lies elsewhere constrains what rhetorical effects are achievable, and how.
Ideologies of honoifrc language 257 suggestion of low-caste conduct, in public, formal occasions. Instead, they hire a lower-ranking intermediary -usually a griot -to speak on their behalf. The comparison of Wolof and Javanese is further illuminated, I think, by a look at a third case, Zulu, which shares some characteristics of both. Zulu has two types of deferential expression, the native terminology suggests: hlonipha 'showing respect', and 6 onga'praise'. These two types of expression are ideologically linked with different social contexts (family and court) and different users (women and men), respectively. Zulu married women use hlonipha words, supposedly, in order to avoid uttering the name of the husband's father -or any other word containing the radical found in his name, or sounding similar.a If Father-in-law's name just happens to sound rather like imvu6u 'hippopotamus', the woman must call hipposincudu instead. (We might think of this pattern as a sort of anti-pun.)
Hlonipha behavior applies to gesture and clothing as well as to words: to hlonipha is to avoid eye contact, restrain one's affectivity, and cover one's body in the presence of respected persons. This apparently includes using conventional euphemisms for talk about bodily functions; it certainly includes covering over, or avoiding, expressing the sounds of respected persons' names. The substitute (respectful) term may derive from a descriptive or metaphorical construction, or it may derive from patterned phonological shifts. The phonological shifts have the effect of neutralizing consonant contrasts, since the tendency is for all consonants to become [+Coronal] (especially the coronal affricates rJ andT tdll) or clicks. Many hlonipha homonyms are created in this way, as illustrated in (6): * See Iftige (1950 [1936] : 30-31), Doke 1961 , Bryant 1949 . Published sources on Zulu hlonipha, though including extensive lists of forms (especially Doke and Vilakazi 1958) , describe the patterns of decades ago. It is not clear to me whether the Zulu respect vocabulary is still in use. Contemporary usage of hlonipha among rural Xhosa women is reported, however, in several recent papers by Finlayson (1978 Finlayson ( , 1982 Finlayson ( , 1984 Opland 1983) indicate that effective praise-performance must be spontaneous, inspired, and visionary. Several poets told Opland (1983: 64 tt.) that the impulse to become a praise-performer came them originally in a dream; that their experiences are like those of a diviner who is summoned by ancestral spirits; and that the words come to them suddenly, unrehearsed and unprepared, the product of inspiration and emotional outpouring.s Zulu praise-utterance has its poeticisms, but it does not seem to have grammatical honorifics. Thus the Zulu expressive system includes an ecstatic, high-affect, engaged style without honorifics, and a flat-affect, disengaged, avoidance style with honorifics. Now, notice that the Zulu praise-oratory style resembles, in some ways, the Wolof 'griot speech' register: both focus on praising the addressee, through dramatic, heightened-affect, semantically elaborated discourse. The resemblance is not accidental. Praise-oratory of this type is widespread in Africa; among the Wolof, it is the griots' specialty. But Wolof and Zulu differ in that the Zulu linguistic ideology does not connect praise-performance with low caste, or with particularly low rank of any sort. Speaking in 6 onga style does not compromise the speaker's status. Notice too a typological parallel between the Zulu hlonipha style and the higher levels (termed basa) of Javanese. Both involve lowered affect, euphemism, neutralization of certain contrasts, and conspicuous conventionality. The Zulu system, then, incorporates both patterns of deferential talk described earlier for Wolof and Javanese. Comparing all three languages, Table 2 summarizes these relationships between aspects of linguistic structure and aspects of linguistic ideology, as these concern verbal conduct considered appropriate for elevating others. basa ('high'levels)
Distribution of deferential styles
As Silverstein (1979) observes, though ideology affects speakers' strategies of language use, linguistic ideology is not the same thing as linguistic structure, and native perceptions of use are not the same as the (comparative) distribution of uses, as an outside observer might perceive them. Attempts at cross-linguistic comparison, such as the present comparison of deferential styles, are vitiated if ideology and distribution are not clearly distinguished. Were one to suppose, for Javanese, Wolof, and Zulu, that the ideological rationale for the deferential styles were also their description, the three systems might appear not to be comparable at all. For Wolof, 'noble speech'and 'griot speech'might appear to be social dialects, not registers (see Iwine 1990 for discussion); and the ZluJu hlonipha vocabulary might appear to be merely a series of idiosyncratic, ephemeral constructions varying from one woman to another, rather than a systematic linguistic resource. That is to say, the father-in-law name-avoidance rationale for Zulu hlonipha would suggest that each set of daughters-in-law would have a different respect vocabulary, depending upon the father-in-law's name; that a particular speaker's respect terms might not be very numerous; and that a term would disappear upon the daughter-in-law's death. Buthloniplla usage is (or was) actually much more widespread, involving male speakers as well as female, court contexts as well as domestic, and various kinds of respected beings. From Krige (7936:31) we learn, for example, that hlonipha forms are used by men to avoid using the name of the mother-in-law, though the custom "is not so strict" for men as it is for women. Furthermore, "the whole tribe" must hlonipha the name of the king or chief, while those resident at the royal court must hlonipha the names of the king's father and grandfather as well (Krige 7936: 37, 233; see also Bryant 1949) . In an example conspicuously not involving a father-in:law, Bryant (1949: 220) notes, too, that "for a Zulu woman to call a porcupine by its proper name, iNgungumbane, were but to provoke it to increased depredation in her fields; therefore it must be referred to 'politely'as 'the-little-woman', or umFazazana...". The Doke and Vilakazi (1958) dictionary, which cites hundreds of hlonipha words, includes respect forms for kin terms, chiefly and royal titles, and possessive pronouns. All these forms, apparently longstanding items of Zulu vocabulary, are unlikely to be merely avoidances of a father-in-law's name. The existence of a widely-known respect vocabulary seems to be a f.act of the distribution of uses, not inherent in its rationale. The distribution of Zulu speech styles thus does not conform strictly to the linguistic ideology that links them to gender relations and domestic vs. public arenas. Nevertheless, the linguistic ideology does suggest that the primary focus and principal set of connotations for the hlonipha vocabulary lie in domestic relations, and enter the court only by extension. It is likely, in fact, that Zulu hlonipha usage antedates the rise of a strongly centralized Zulu state in the late eighteenth century. The existence of hlonipha among the Swazi and the less traditionally-centralized Xhosa implies its relative antiquity and tends to confirm the idea that the respect vocabulary arose, not in connection with the state, but in the power dynamics of Nguni family and affinal relations.
Comparing the linguistic ideology with the distribution of uses -a distinction essential for cross-linguistic studies -thus affords a glimpse of the historical dynamics of sociolinguistic systems. As Silverstein (1979) argues, the relationships among language ideology, structure, and use form a dialectical process which, in conjunction with local contingencies, induces change. For Zulu honorifics, it is worth noting in this regard that the kinds of sound changes involved in hlonipha words resemble some of the sound shifts that differentiate the Nguni language family from its Southeastern Bantu relatives, such as the shifts 6 > tS, mb > nj, and the acquisition of click consonants. Were it possible to delve more deeply into Zulu or Xhosa ideologies of language one might be able to illuminate this process by investigating notions of sound symbolism, and attitudes toward the Khoisan languages from which the clicks were acquired.
Conceivably, then, the construction of Nguni honorific avoidance forms included the importation of "foreign" words and sounds, some of which may later have lost their specifically honorific value, being replaced by new avoidance forms. If so, this would not be the only case where honorifics have behaved like a currency in inflationary conditions. The other cases of grammatical honorifics we have examined here, Javanese and ChiBemba, both evidence processes of pragmatic devaluation. (Wolof, lacking grammatical honorifics, is not directly comparable.) Thus Errington (1988: 115) comments on Javanese terms that "have undergone pragmatic devaluation as the result of recurring patterns of strategic other-exalting, self-abasing speech style use." For ChiBemba, Richardson (1967) reports a wide extension of honorific usage in urban settings, so that some honorific address forms have tended to lose any specially honorific implication. Differences in honorific usage benveen my Bemba consultants of rural and urban origin confirm this trend and suggest that urban speakers must resort to additional means if they wish to underscore respectfulness.
To explore further the contemporary dynamics of any of these honorific systems would require recognizing, however, that language ideologies are also subject to change. Increasingly participating in a global political economy of language, these sociolinguistic systems and their ideologies are being reconfigured.
Conclusions
The comparison of these four languages suggests that grammatical honorifics accompany linguistic ideologies that specify flattened-affect, conventionality, and avoidance of engagement with the concrete or the sensory, as a way to express respect for others (rather than as a way to express one's own rank). Put another way, honorifics are embedded in an ideology in which a low-affect style can be other-elevating. They are connected with the management of affectivity and conventionality, and with the ways these relate to rank and power. What kinds of rank and power are concerned varies from one system to another. Grammatical honorifics have no necessary connection with royal courts, or with class stratification. Even where courts exist, domestic power relations may be the honorifics' primary arena. It would not have been possible, I believe, to reach this conclusion without clearly distinguishing the distribution of forms of talk from the linguistic ideolory that interprets and rationalizes them. A focus on ideology has been crucial in accounting for similarities and differences among the four cases considered in this paper; but ideology alone, without consideration of the behaviors and circumstances it interprets, would not be sufficient. To consider all of these -linguistic structures, ideologies, and distributions -facilitates the comparison of cases and helps illuminate the dynamics of historical change. In short, linguistic ideology mediates between forms of speaking and conditions of social life in a complex way.
